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Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 1 1 July 2006 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)[>3 This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) £<3 Claim(s) 1-9 and 12-33 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 3, 5. 6, 8,14,1 6-20 and 27-32 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |El Claim(s) 1.2,4,7.9,12,13,15,21-26,30 and 33 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) S The drawing(s) filed on 21 October 2005 is/are: a)IEI accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4, 30 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pope (6,643,934 B2) in view of Gouttebarge (5,181,321) and further in 
view of Ishida (4,149,313). 

Regarding claims 1, 30 and 33, Pope teaches a folding knife having a blade, a 
folding element and a sharpening element. See Figs. 1 -4. Pope is silent whether the 
sharpening element is removable or not. However, making a part removable for easy 
replacement when it is worn out due to repeatedly uses is routine skill in the art. 

Pope fails to teach the blade comprising a first blade side having an angled bevel 
and a second blade side having an indentation and a raised flat bevel. 

Gouttebarge teaches a blade comprising a first blade side having an angled bevel 
6 and a second blade side having an indentation and a raised flat bevel 5. See Fig. 3. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the blade 
structure of Gouttebarge to the folding knife of Pope for increasing the hardness of the 
cutting edge while not increasing the overall weight of the blade due to the material is 
taken out at the second side. 

Gouttebarge fails to teach the raised flat bevel being parallel to a centerline of the 
blade. Ishida teaches a raised flat bevel 1 1 being parallel to a centerline of a blade for 
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improving the cutting quality of the cutting edge of the blade. See Figs. 1 and 4. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to make the raised flat 
bevel of Gouttebarge being parallel to the centerline of the blade as taught by Ishida to 
improve the cutting quality of the cutting edge of the blade. 

Pope fails to teach the sharpening element having a grinding surface parallel to 
the flat surface of the raised flat bevel and the centerline of the blade. 

Pope teaches the sharpening element having a curved surface to accommodate the 
curved surface of the knife. The modified blade of Pope would have a flat surface 
portion 1 1 as taught by Ishida. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to make one side of the sharpening element flat to accommodate the flat surface of 
the Pope's modified knife. See the bellow sketch. 
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Pope fails to teach the sharpening element having a rod shape. Pope teaches the 
sharpening element having the same height as the knife handle. However, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to reduce the height of the sharpening element to a 
half to reduce to cost of the knife assemble. As the size of the sharpening element is 
reduced, it has a rod shape. 

Regarding claim 2, the surface the sharpener is parallel to the raised flat bevel. 

Regarding claim 4, the sharpener is moveably connected to a second interior side 
of an interior of a blade housing. See Fig. 3. 
3. Claims 7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Pope in view of Gouttebarge and Ishida as applied to claims above, 
and further in view of Coppier (5,241 ,883). 

Pope teaches a folding knife having a blade, a folding element and a sharpening 
element. See Figs. 1-4. Pope is silent whether the sharpening element is removable or 
not. However, making a part removable for easy replacement when it is worn out due to 
repeatedly uses is routine skill in the art. 

Pope fails to teach the blade comprising a first blade side having an angled bevel 
and a second blade side having an indentation and a raised flat bevel. 

Gouttebarge teaches a blade comprising a first blade side having an angled bevel 
6 and a second blade side having an indentation and a raised flat bevel 5. See Fig. 3. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the blade 
structure of Gouttebarge to the folding knife of Pope for increasing the hardness of the 
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cutting edge while not increasing the overall weight of the blade due to the material is 
taken out at the second side. 

Gouttebarge fails to teach the raised flat bevel being parallel to a centeiiine of the 
blade. Ishida teaches a raised flat bevel 1 1 being parallel to a centerline of a blade for 
improving the cutting quality of the cutting edge of the blade. See Figs. 1 and 4. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to make the raised flat 
bevel of Gouttebarge being parallel to the centerline of the blade as taught by Ishida to 
improve the cutting quality of the cutting edge of the blade. 

Pope fails to teach the sharpening element having a grinding surface parallel to 
the flat surface of the raised flat bevel and the centerline of the blade. 

Pope teaches the sharpening element having a curved surface to accommodate the 
curved surface of the knife. The modified blade of Pope would have a flat surface 
portion 1 1 as taught by Ishida. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to make one side of the sharpening element flat to accommodate the flat surface of 
the Pope's modified knife. See the bellow sketch. 
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Pope fails to teach the sharpening element having a rod shape. Pope teaches the 
sharpening element having the same height as the knife handle. However, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to reduce the height of the sharpening element to a 
half to reduce to cost of the knife assemble. As the size of the sharpening element is 
reduced, it has a rod shape. 

The modified knife assembly of Pope fails to teach a spacer. Coppier teaches 
providing spacers 2 for anti-sticking. See Fig. 1 . Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art to provide a plurality of spacers as taught by Coppier to the 
modified knife of Pope for anti-sticking. 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 07/1 1/2006 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Ishida does not teach the portion 8 of the blade being a flat 
surface. This argument is not persuasive. Applicant does not claim whether the angled 
bevel surface is flat or curved. Therefore, Ishida reads on the claim language. 

Applicant argues that Gouttebarge does not teach a small raised flat bevel. This 
argument is not persuasive. Gouttebarge alone does not teach a small raised flat bevel. 
However, a combination of Gouttebarge and Ishida teaches a small raised flat bevel. 
Applicant argues against Gouttebarge individually. One cannot show nonobviousness by 
attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
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references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & 
Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicant argues that Gouttebarge does not teach a spacer characterized in page 8. 
lines 24-28 of the Specification. This argument is not persuasive in view of the new 
ground of rejections. 

Regarding Applicant argument with respect the sharpener in Pope, Pope reads on 
the claimed sharpener. See the rejection in paragraph 2. 
5. The declaration under 37 CFR 1.132 filed on 07/1 1/2006 is insufficient to 

overcome the rejection of claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 21-26 and 30 based upon Pope, 
Gouttebarge and Ishida as set forth in the last Office action because: 

a-it refers only to the knife assembly described in the above referenced 
application and not to the individual claims of the application. Thus, there is no showing 
that the objective evidence of nonobviousness is commensurate in scope with the claims. 
See MPEP§716; 

b-it argues references individually where the rejections are based on combinations 
of references; 

c-it states that the claimed subject matter solved a problem that was long standing 
in the art. However, there is no showing that others of ordinary skill in the art were 
working on the problem and if so, for how long. In addition, there is no evidence that if 
persons skilled in the art who were presumably working on the problem knew of the 
teachings of the above cited references, they would still be unable to solve the problem. 
See MPEP§ 716.04; 
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d-applicant's argument that the commercial success of the invention is an 
indication of significant non-obvious is not persuasive. The declaration is insufficient 
since it only provides evidences of commercially success of the blade as describe in the 
Specification but not the blade in the claims. Merely, showing that there were awards in 
tradeshows is not sufficient because such success could have been the result of heavy 
promotion or advertising, shift in advertising, consumption by purchasers normally tied 
to applicant or assignee, applicant or assignee's position as a market leader before the 
introduction of the patented product, or other business events extraneous to the merits of 
the claimed invention. See MPEP 716.03(b); and 

e-Mr. Miltner's opinions with respect to Pope, Gouttebarge and Ishida are not 
persuasive as discussed in paragraph 4 of this Office action. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Phong H. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4510. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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